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b 1758 

Messrs. GUTIERREZ, WYNN and 
DOGGETT changed their vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. CUMMINGS changed his vote 
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for: 
Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, on 

rollcall vote No. 108, final passage of the Intel-
ligence Authorization Act, I am recorded as 
not voting. Although I was present in the 
Chamber, my vote was not recorded. 

I intended to vote ‘‘aye’’ and would like to 
be recorded as such. 

f 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, when a 
Member of the House offers the motion 
to recommit and is asked the question 
whether they oppose the bill and say 
that they do in order that they can 
offer the motion, is it a violation of the 
rules of the House that that Member 
then votes for the bill and contradicts 
his statement that he was against the 
bill when he offered the motion to re-
commit? Is that a violation of House 
rules? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would state to the gentleman 
from Illinois that the Chair takes a 
Member who makes that statement on 
the floor at his word. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Is it a violation of the 
House rules for a Member to have the 
prerogative to offer the motion to re-
commit and state at that time that 
they are opposed to the bill, and then 
vote for the bill, which is what oc-
curred here on the House floor on the 
intelligence authorization bill? 

The gentleman from California of-
fered the motion to recommit. He was 
asked by the Chair if he opposed the 
bill. He said he opposed the bill. And he 
is recorded as voting for the bill. Is 
that a violation of the House rules? 

b 1800 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KUHL of New York). Again, for the gen-
tleman from Illinois, at the time that a 
Member makes his statement that he 
opposes the bill, the Chair takes him at 
his word. But it is not necessarily a 
violation of the House rules for a Mem-
ber to vote one way or another. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Well, Mr. Speaker, I 
think in the future, the leadership on 
the other side should instruct their 
Members about what the rules of the 
House are, that if a Member wants to 
offer a motion to recommit, that is 
well within their right to do it, but 
they have to vote against the bill. 

Let me ask another parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman may state his inquiry. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Is it possible, then, for 
the Chair to instruct a Member that 
wants to vote against the bill that of-
fered the motion to recommit, that 
they in fact, according to House rules, 
have to vote against the bill? Can the 
Chair instruct a Member that perhaps 
does not know the rules of the House 
that when they stand up to offer a mo-
tion to recommit and they are opposed 
to the bill, that in fact they have to 
vote against the bill? 

They cannot have it both ways, can 
they, Mr. Speaker? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend. 

Mr. LAHOOD. My parliamentary in-
quiry is, Mr. Speaker, can they have it 
both ways? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois will suspend. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Can they have it both 
ways? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend. 

As previously indicated to the gen-
tleman from Illinois, the Chair takes a 
Member at his word when assessing his 
qualification to offer the motion. But 
it is not the province of the Chair to 
instruct a Member how to vote there-
after. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak out of 
order for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from Mary-
land is recognized. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-

tleman from Illinois, in my opinion, is 
casting aspersions on the character and 
motives of a Member. That is clearly 
against the rule. But what I want to 
stand and say is that clearly, as we 
know, DUNCAN HUNTER offered a resolu-
tion on the floor of this House in re-
sponse to Mr. MURTHA’s press con-
ference, that mischaracterized Mr. 
MURTHA’s position, but, more impor-
tantly, we had some hours of debate on 
that resolution, and Mr. HUNTER, of 
course, voted ‘‘no’’ on that resolution. 

Furthermore, I would say to the gen-
tleman from Illinois that a Member 
may well be opposed to a bill, I say to 
my friend, and want the opportunity to 
offer an amendment, but when that 
amendment fails, the situation has 
changed. The circumstances have 
changed. And the circumstances that 
have changed is then that Member is 
left with either supporting a bill that 
he may not think was perfected as he 
thought it should be but on which the 
majority of the House disagreed. At 

that point in time, I say to my friend, 
the situation has changed. 

And so for any one of us 435 to judge 
our 435th Member who sees a different 
situation confront him is, in fact, as I 
respectfully tell my friend, against the 
rules of the House of Representatives. 

f 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE CHANGES IN ENGROSS-
MENT OF H.R. 5020, INTEL-
LIGENCE AUTHORIZATION ACT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2007 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that in the engross-
ment of the bill, H.R. 5020, the Clerk be 
authorized to make such technical and 
conforming changes as necessary to re-
flect the actions of the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

f 

RULES OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak out of 
order for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from Illinois 
is recognized. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, my re-

sponse to my friend from Maryland is 
that I cast no aspersions on any Mem-
ber. You know better than that. But we 
have rules around here, and people 
need to know what the rules are. When 
the Rules Committee folks come down 
here and criticize the majority because 
they do not particularly like the way 
the Rules Committee operates, then I 
think it is perfectly proper for Mem-
bers to realize that if they want to 
offer the motion to recommit because 
they have a grievance, because they did 
not get their amendment, that is well 
within their right to do it; but they 
ought to do it under the rules of the 
House. That is my only point. 

I cast no aspersions on Mr. SCHIFF. I 
have great admiration and respect for 
him. But I just think all the Members 
ought to know what the rules are 
around here. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAHOOD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Because the irony is Members are put 
in a position where they have no alter-
native by the Rules Committee because 
their amendments are not made in 
order, which may well have been sup-
ported by the overwhelming majority 
of the House of Representatives, and 
that is the position that Members are 
put in on a regular basis. The situa-
tion, I suggest to the gentleman, does, 
in fact change when an amendment is 
defeated, and a Member then has a new 
judgment to make. That was my point. 

Mr. LAHOOD. I take your point. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:46 Apr 27, 2006 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00068 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A26AP7.060 H26APPT1cp
ric

e-
se

w
el

l o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

62
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-09-13T14:51:54-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




